THL'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT_ WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today
(1) was not witten for publication in a |law journal and
(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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ON BRI EF

Bef ore COHEN, STAAB and McQUADE, Admi nistrative Patent Judges.

COHEN, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains
1 through 13. These clainms constitute all of the clains in
t he application.

Appel lant’ s invention pertains to an apparatus for attaching
a screwon electrical connector to a plurality of wres. A

further understanding of the invention can be derived froma

! This application was filed Novenber 29, 1994,
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readi ng of exenplary claiml1l, a copy of which is appended
to appellant’s brief.
As evidence of obviousness, the exam ner has applied

t he docunents |isted bel ow

Abel |l et al. (Abell) 3,834, 252 Sep. 14, 1974
Tuttle 4,823, 650 Apr. 25, 1989
Johnson 4,982, 627 Jan. 8, 1991
Zunet a 5, 031, 488 Jul. 16, 1991
Akazawa 5, 360, 073 Nov. 1, 1994

The following rejections are before us for review

Clains 1 through 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103
as being unpatentable over Tuttle in view of Abell, or in the
alternative, Abell in view of Tuttle.

Clainms 8 and 9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §8 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Tuttle in view of Abell, or in the alternative,
Abell in view of Tuttle, further in view of Zuneta or Johnson.

Clainms 10 through 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103

as being unpatentable over Tuttle in view of Abell, or in the
alternative, Abell in view of Tuttle, further in view of
Akazawa. 2

2 This rejection reflects the correction noted in the
Suppl ement al Exami ner’s Answer (Paper No. 12).
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The full text of the examner's rejections and response to
t he argunent presented by appellant appears in the answer (Paper
No. 10), while the conplete statenent of appellant’s argunent can

be found in the brief (Paper No. 9).

OPI NI ON

I n reaching our conclusion on the obviousness issues raised
in this appeal, this panel of the board has carefully considered
appel l ant’s specification and clains, the applied teachings,?® and
the respective viewoints of appellant and the examner. As a
consequence of our review, we nmake the determ nation which
fol |l ows.

We reverse each of the examiner’s rejections of appellant’s
clainms under 35 U.S.C. § 103.

| ndependent clainms 1 and 10 each set forth an apparatus for

attaching a screwon electrical connector to a plurality of

3 1n our evaluation of the applied teachings, we have
considered all of the disclosure of each teaching for what it
woul d have fairly taught one of ordinary skill in the art. See
In re Boe, 355 F.2d 961, 965, 148 USPQ 507, 510 (CCPA 1966).
Additionally, this panel of the board has taken into account not
only the specific teachings, but also the inferences which one
skilled in the art would reasonably have been expected to draw
fromthe disclosure. See In re Preda 401 F.2d 825, 826, 159 USPQ
342, 344 (CCPA 1968).
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wires. The apparatus includes, inter alia, a tool having a nenber
for engaging a screwon electrical connector in order to tw st
the screwon electrical connector onto the plurality of wres.
The apparatus further conprises indicia. In claiml, the indicia
is required to be associated with the torque Iimting device

i ndi cating adjustnents of the nmechanismfor a plurality of

conbi nations of quantities and sizes of wires to be connected by
the screwon electrical connector. In claim10, the indicia is
required to be on the apparatus indicating different torque
settings for the nechani sm which indicia designate a nunber and
size of wires to be connected.

The difficulty we have with the examner’'s rejections is
that the evidence fails to support a concl usion of obviousness.
Thus, for the reasons nore fully explained below, we are
constrained to reverse each of the rejections before us.

Tuttle (colum 1, lines 18 through 22) teaches a power
driven wench for wire connectors and reveal s that proper
connection torque is difficult to achieve when many wires are
connected together. Thus, according to Tuttle, wenches have been

devel oped to ensure that all connections are properly torqued.



Appeal No. 96-2987
Application 08/346, 060

Abel | teaches a portable, power operated tool which is
uni versally adjustable to properly torque a wide variety of screw
sizes and joint types (colum 1, lines 47 through 52). As
i ndi cated by the patentee (colum 5, lines 7,8), settings at a
gi ven torque |l evel can be made by the provision of index nunbers
and a pointer.

When we collectively evaluate these |atter teachings,
follow ng the examner’s alternative rationales, we fail to
derive therefrom any suggestion for the claimed apparatus indicia
i ndi cating adjustnments or settings for the nmechani smof the
torque limting device for the quantities or nunber and sizes of
wires to be connected.

The respective patents to Johnson, Zuneta, and Akazawa do
not overconme the deficiencies of the Tuttle and Abell docunents.
Specifically, it is apparent to us that the color chart and
met hod of tool identification of Johnson and the col or coding
system of Zuneta for tools or other hand mani pul at ed devi ces
sinply do not provide the requisite suggestion for the particul ar
apparatus indicia now cl ai ned.

In summary, this panel of the board has:
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reversed the rejection of clainms 1 through 7 under 35 U. S. C
8 103 as being unpatentable over Tuttle in view of Abell, or in
the alternative, Abell in view of Tuttle;

reversed the rejection of clains 8 and 9 under 35 U S. C
8 103 as being unpatentable over Tuttle in view of Abell, or in
the alternative, Abell in view of Tuttle, further in view of
Zunmeta or Johnson; and

reversed the rejection of clains 10 through 13 under
35 U.S.C. §8 103 as being unpatentable over Tuttle in view of
Abell, or in the alternative, Abell in view of Tuttle, further in
vi ew of Akazawa.

The decision of the exam ner is reversed.

REVERSED

| RW N CHARLES COHEN
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
LAWRENCE J. STAAB

Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND
| NTERFERENCES

JOHN P. McQUADE
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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